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PRECEDING FAGE BLANK-NOT FlislB

“HAPTER I
BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW ‘

Introduction

At a meeﬁing of the Air Force Association Convention
in Washinggon, D.C. on 18 September 1979, General Lew Allen,
Chief of Staff, United States Aif Force, said:

. . . we face an extremely serious prcblem‘ln the
retention of rated personnel. The exodus of young
pilots and navigators has affected every aspect of our
force planning. These departures will be felt well
into the future [23:3]. : -

General Allen's reference toifhe exodus of young pilots and
navigators was confirmed by the Air Force Manpower and Per-
sonnel Center, Offiéer Retention Branch (AFMPCF). 1In 1976
~a 49.4 percent attrition equated to 1500 pilots, in 1977
the 52.1 percent equated to 1350 pilots, and the 1979 attri-
tion peaked at the rate cf 73.13 percent, or 2276 pilots

{(2; 10) (see Table 1l). ' These percentages of attrition
represented onif the loss of pilots in the six to eleven
year éroups. The 72.13 percent‘for 1979 can be'intérprgted
to mean that for avery 109 pilots'who entered their sixth
year of ac#ive duty, 73 had,léft the service Sy the gnd of

. their eleventh year of active ddty. This_represented'a

total loss of over 5400 pilots in the three years from

1976 to 1979 (see Table 2). What is the potential effect




TABLE 1

ATTRITION RATES (2:

10)

Period Ending

Loss Rate

) L‘larCh 1978 - H&rCh1979 e o o o » . o o

September 1976 . . . . ¢ ¢ & o o o . e+ e« « « o 49.4

" March 1977 . . . . . . . - . 0. e e e s e e 7.8
September 1977. . « « ¢ « o & « & . . - I §
MAXCh 1978 « « + v o o o 4 o v o s o 4 s e e e . . 53.7
September 1978 + .+ + « + ¢ 4 ¢ e 4 4 o o o 4 . . . 60.4
March 1979 . . . . ... e s s s o s o e« o « « « « 69.8
September 1979 . . e e e e e e e e e e .. 7313

TABLE 2
PILOT SEPARATION (2; 10)

March 1976 = March 1977 . , « « « « « « « « o« « « « « 1500
March 1977 - March 1978 . . . e e e e e e e e e e . 1650

. o 2276
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of this loss of pilots to the Air Force? In the words
of General B. L. Davis, Commander of Air Training Command,

What concerns me most, is not the loss of a pilot
capable of flying a mission, but the far greater loss
of an irreplaceable cadre of experienced and potential
leadership in middle-management ranks. That loss will
eventually affect our senior leadership ranks. We can
put someone into a trainer cockpit and have that person
flying a mission ir a year or two, but we can't replac
11 years of operational experience and skills in aay
time short of 11 yec«rs [12:8].

The problem of turnover of pilots in the Air Force

can be viewed from a classical "protlem solving" étandpoint.

'As such, the cause of the problem must first be determined

before any deciﬁion can be made regarding alternative solu-
tions. The specific objective of‘this thesis is to deter-
mine the specific cause or causes of turnover of 2ir Force
pilots, and to sugges£ a potenti~! solution to this problem

which can be implemented in the short-terﬁ.

Background ' : 1
The initial step toward an understanding of turn- i
over}éf Air Force pilots is a review of thé existing litera-
ture dealing with personnel turnoyer, For the purpose of
this research, turnover is defined as the voluntary separa-
tion of an individual from the organ;zatibn; that is, an
individual "quits” one organization ané job to find employ-
ment elgewhefe; A qréat deal of research h&s beeﬁ conducted

on the subject of voluntary turnover .a an organizational

setting. Recognized works in the field include "The Study




of Turnover" by James L. grice (27); "Organization, Work,
and Personal factors in Employee Tufnover and Absenteeism"
by Lyman W. Porter and Richard M. Steers (26) and wcrks by
Brayfield and Crockett (6). Additionally, Ronald L. Black-
burn and Randall L. Jchnson déveloped a model deécribing
turnover of junior officers in the Air Force by synthe-
sizing the models used by Price, and Porter and Steers (5).
The model déveloped by Blackburn and Johnson will be used
as the framework for this study dealing with Air Force
pilots. The determinant variables as discussed by Black;
burn and Johnson will be operationally defined for the pur-
pose of this study to deél with issues specifically reiated

to turnover of Air Force pilots.

Blackburn a:.d Johnson Modei
The glackburn and .Johnson modei is comprised of

"determinate®™ variables of turnover and "intervening" vari-
ables which together expiain turnover (5:35) (see Figure 1).
' The determinate variables are those factcrs which are con-
sidered to be the roots of satisfaction or dissatisfaction,'
and hence are the 'Qeterminantsf in the'deciSiqn to leave
an organization. The'determinate variables are age, tenure,
pay, prdmt;on, peer group integration, :':ole‘:larity-, job
‘autonomy and responsibility, task.repetitivéness, satisfac-
tioﬁ'with supervisor style, and similarity of job and

interests (5:40).
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Intervening Variables

Met Expectations. The intervening variables are

"met expectation" and opportunlty." The determinate fac-
tors plus what is expected by the individual lead to either
job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This concept of "met
expectation" is then the first intervehing variable (26:152).

The concept of met e:rpectations may be viewed as
the discrepancy between what a person encountered on
the job in the way cof positive and negative experience
and what he expected to encounter [26:152]. :

The individual will therefore be satisfied or dissatisfied

by the extent to which the job provides rewards which meet

his expectations.

Opportunity. Opportunity is the second intervening
variable in the Blackburn and Johnson model. Opportunity is
defined as "the availability of alternative roles in the
environﬁent [27&71];' ‘In the case of many Air Force pilots
the opportunity is employment by the domestic airlines.

The hiring of Air Foree’pilots by.the domestic eirlines has
been the subject of cOnsiderable contreversya It was
inigially believed the Air Force simply could sbt compete

with the airlines because of the ligher pay, fringe benefzts,.

. and retirement plans offered. Oplnzon surveys from the Mili-

tary Airlift Command (MAC), Tactical Air Command (TAC), and
Strategic Air Command (saC) now show that the airline

opportunity is not' an incentive which is so strong that it

is pulling already satisfied people out of the Air<Force‘(19).

6




General T. R. Milton, USAF (Retired) summed up>that feel-
ing:

There was a note of regret that ran through most
of the rationales for leaving the service, regret at
abandoning a career that had a lot to offer and a few'
things wrong with it, - some tangible, some less so.

It is the things wrong, rather than the attraction of
civilian life that seem to influence their decisions
[20:138].

Determinants ¢of Turnover

The following detefminants of turnover, as listed
by Blackburn and Johnson, can be shown to directly relate
to turnover of pilots in the Air Force. Each of the deter-
minants will’bé operationally défined for pilotsnin_the

Air Force.

.'Age. Age is not considered to be a factor con-
tributing to tufnover because only pilots in the six to
eleven year group are considered. The age'of ﬁilots in,the’
six to eleven year group ranges from approximatelf twenty-
seven to thirty-two years. This range is considered to be
roughly equivalent and thercefore age is not considered to

be a factor in USAF'pilot turnover.

Tenure. This determinant as listed by Blackburn
and Johnson is operationalized to mean the up-or-out manage-~
ment system in the Air Force. The up-or-out management sys-

tem was mandated by Congress when it paséed the Officer

Personnel Act of 1947. 'The up-or-out management system is




also an integrai part of the proposed Defense Officer Per-
sonnel, Management System (DOPMS). Under.this'proposed sys-
tem, a reserve officer must gain regular status by the
eleventh year of reguiar service or he will be'reieased
from active duty. The Defense Manpower Commission Report
criticized up~or-out as ". . . a wasteful practice [13:1]."
With the tremendous increase in training costs, many argue
the validity of an up%dr-out'system which eliminates an
officer for reaching a particﬁlar age, or for being passed .
over for promotion. 5Whi1e most pilots agree that some
sort of quality control is needed, they did not agree that
the first control point should be at temporary majof |

(8:23]."

| . Pay. Pay is defined as ". . . money, fringe bene-
fits; and other commbdities that have financial value which
organizations give the emplofees in return for their ser-

' ' vices [18:1]." This large area of péy is épefationalized

* to include medical benefits, actual amount of saléry, flight

benefits. In the broad sense of the definition, it includes
pay and tenefits for an Air Force pilot. The affect of
pay on the turnover of pilots was addressed by'GenerAl

Allen when he said:

\ It is a mistake to overemphasize the effect that
J pay has on the decision of exiting pilots and other
. ' Air Force professionals. Frequently pay is not the
‘ ’ chief issue in resignation. It is sometimes the

8




frustration that accompanies readiness and moderniza-
tion efforts. For others it is the stringency that
accompanies efforts to get more out of the resources
provided for mission accomplishment and training (1:63].
Pay was operationalized in this study to include
not only the wages and salary of pilots, but also the bene-
fits such as the retirement system, medical and dental
benefits, exchange and commissary privileges, and so on.
The erosion of benefits is an area that has been the
subject of nunerous studies such as the President's Com-
i mission on Military Compensation, the Defense Manpower Com-
mission study, House Appropriation Committee study, and the
' Library of Congress Summary of Military Pay. There are
valid points on both sides of the argument of whether
there is or is not an actual erosion of benefits. The
only consensus is that there is a "perceived" erosion of
benefits. ‘According 0 General Allen:
Sy v The present economy, inflation, and federal pay
1 : cap quite naturally draw members' attention to the Air
’ Force pay. Some perceive a decline in purchasing 'power

and an erosion of benefits. And when Air Force members
perceive there is a problem, there is a problem [1:63].

L e A e — o

Promotion. The definition of promotion:

.« « « represents the individual's perceéeived level
of, and equity of, opportunity for upward movement in
- military rank and/or opportunity for a position within
the organization with greater prestige, power, or
responsibility ([5:38].

An- integral part of the military promotion system is the

Officer Effectiveness Report system and the "promotion

opportunity.“




The controlled OER system was a highly éontrover-
sial rating system which m;ny pilots cited as a reason for
"leaving the service (9). The controlled system was imple-
mented‘in 1974 with the primary objective of overcoming
.rating inflation. The key feature of the new report was a
"controlled” rating. The rating nrovided an index of the
ratee's potential relative to gontémporaries cf the same
grade within a specific review group. Due to the highly
controversial nature of this controlled OER, a review of
the OER was briefed to the AF Council (Air Staff Depﬁty
Chiefs of Staff a@d Vice Chief of Staff) in September
1978. The briefing focused on the issue of whether con-
trolled ratings were essential for effective managément when
'additional factors, such as uncertainties caused by pay and
compensation review and impacts of airline hiring, were
considered.

At the conclusion of this briefing,'and after
weighing all factors, the Chief of Staff decided to
give priority to the self-esteem needs of individual
officers by immediately removing rating controls
[29:62]. ' ’

The promofioﬁ opportuhity is related to the up-or-
out system and isvcompouhded by . congressional grade ana
ceiling'strenqths. The promogion‘opportunities *re 80 perf'
"cent for major, 70 percent for lieutenant cbione;, and 50
percent for coionel {29). 'Hawever, due to changing con-

gressional grade and ceiling strengths, these numbers

fluctuate on a reqular basis. The overail,affect of

10
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promotion opportunity i< a factor cited by pilots as a

reasor for leaving the service (10:3).

Peer Group Integration. According to Blackburn and

‘Johnson, peer group integration is important because ". .-.
turnover increases if the organization environment doves not
allow for formation of primary groups [5:38]." Van de Merwe
and Miller stated that:
. « +» a major need satisfier is likely to be that
of belonging to a cohesive and rewarding group, and if.
this need is not satisfied, the worker will very likely

fail to adjust to the work situation and will there-
fore more readily w1thdraw from it [27:71].

Role Clarity. Role clarity is defined as the indi-

vidual's perception of the amount and frequency of clari-
fying information received relative to job accomplishment
and performance (5:54). Blackburn and Johnson define role
clarity as containing the concepts of instrumental and
formal communication. Instrumental communication is
defined as:

.« « . the transmission of information directly
related to role performance. . . . Successively higher
amounts of instrumental communication will probably
produce successively lower amounts of turnover [27:
73,74]. . 1

' This instrumental communicatic.. is usually formal by -
nature as opposed to informal communication such as gossip.
Lack of satisfaction with supervisory style and with com-
munication channels has been a significant irritant among

pilots (8:23).

11




Formal communication is defined as g2neral direc-
tives issued to members of the organization as a whole

(5:23).

Job Autonomy and Resnonéibility. Job autonomy and

respons%bility are factors which had an influence in the
Blackburn and Johnson model. Both factors involve higher
order needs such as self fulfillment. 1In the case of pilots,
+he authors beiieve job autonomy and responsibility are
affected by policies dealing with unstable flight schedules,
additional dut;es, long duty hours, lack of opportunitiés

to demonstrate initiative, and lack of authority to carry
ot reépcnsibilities. |

Withir the USAF, the amount of job aﬁtonomy and

responsibility vary greﬁtly by command. The number of
additi&nal duties requiied by the command 5150 varies but
pilots often perceive tpat their responsibilities and
efférts in the area of additional dutieé are rewarded by
commanders more so'than their primary job performance (30).
The Military Airlift Command (MAC)

.« . . haé taken action to eliminate 60 pércent of
the additional duties required by headquarters. A Local
commanders were directed to place primary emphasis on
flyirg duties, and crewmembers new to MAC cannot be

assigned additional duties for their first six months
on board [7:1]. ;

Satisfaction with sﬁpervisory's:xle. This deter-

minant of satisfaction is detined as the individual's
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perception of sstisfaction with various aspects cf leader-
. ship and supervision. These aspects include: surervisor
has employee interests and those of Air Force at heart;
supervisor is approachable and helpful; superviscr has good
knowlecdge of the iob.

Research has indicated "unresponsive leadership"

is a frequently stated factor affecting the decision to
leave the USAF.

Many separating pilots view senior officers as
self-centered individuals more concerned with promotion
than with mission essential items or force readiness.

. . . Many separatees reported that they were not
counseled or were inadequately counseled relative to
their sepavation decisions. The impression left was
that many pilots might have changed their minds in

regard to sceparating if strong, aggressive, loccal
counseling had occurred [8:23]. .

Similarity of Job and Interest, and Task Repetitive-

Qg§§. These two determinants of turnover discussed by
Blackburn and Johnson are operationally defined for the o

purpose of this research to mean the Air Force personnel | .
assignment process. The task répefitiéehess theme is .
represented inlthe Rated Distributiph and Training Manage-
ment (RDTM) system which is organiied according to major
weapon system groups. Under this ;ysteh a pilot is assigned
to‘a‘weapbn system grou§ such as a fighter,-ﬁomber, or
.airli:t,,and'temaiﬁs within that group for the majority of

_his flying career (14) .
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For an Air Force pilot, similarity of job and
interest includes both the geographical location and the
weapon system to which assigned ccmpared to his/her per-
sonal desires. The assignment system then must be con-
sidered an important consideration in the determination of
turnover c¢f pilots. The assignment system and its con-
tribution to turnover in the past, and the assignment system
and its potential for contributing tc turnover in the
future, is an area of concera. Assignments and the assign-
ment system appear to have been an area of concern for many
pilots who have left the service. According to the Com-
mander's Information Brochure II,

« + + Assignments have always been a key player

in an officer's career decision. As previously indi-
cated in this brochure, we have surveyed many rated
officers to identify major career irritants that con-
tribute to our iacreasing separation rates. Under the
heading of "Assignment"” a common theme surfaced . . .
lack of the officer's actual participation in the
assignment process ([29:1-12].

Although pilot retention studies have been conducted
since 1976, focus on assignment policies as a significant
contributor is just beginning. "Assignment policy is under
close scrutiny now to determine whether changes ‘can mitigate
‘some of the rated utilization anxieties that surveys have -

- indicated [28:4]." '

The personnel assignment system also can have a sig-

nificant impact on a pilot's family life and family con-

siderations. The requirements for remote overseas

14
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assignments, lengthy temporéry duty away f;om home, long
duty hours, alert, and other factors, such as'undesirable
geographicﬁl locations, can and do cause the assignment
process to impact family life.

The personnel system periodically affects every
pilot's life through assignment decisions which are made
by resource managers1 at AFMPC. "What managers'need are

approaches to acquire, motivate, and retain valuable human

" resources [17:98]." The task of the resource manager is,

ostensibly, very difficult due to the larye volume of
pilots' inputs via the AF Form 90, Officer Career Objective
Statement (see Appendix AY, and the large number of assign-
ment vacancies that are to be considered. The inputs on
the AF Form 90 express the individual's preferences, goals,
and motivation. "Motivation is process oriented, and con-
cerns choice, direction, and goals .16:228]."
General Allen, USAF Chief of Staff, has recognized
the relative iﬁportance of motivation and job satisfaction.
"Given current anti-inflation measures, simply bid-
.ding with higher pay for reciuits is infeasible. .
--Instead we must rely on higher forms of motivation to
attract young people and to provide genuine career '
satxsfactzon for all Air Force people [1:63].

'As mentioned previously, the two determinants of

task repetitiveness and,similariﬁy of'job and interests

lA resource manager is a counselor who is also
responsible for the final allocation of an individual pilot
resource to a specific assignment vacancy.
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have been operationally defined to mean the égrsonnel
assignment process. In order to more specifically examine
the unique determinants, the assignﬁeﬁt pfOCESS is there-
fore divided into three new determinants for'thefpurpose

of this thegis. ‘These new factors are Past Aésignments,
Assignment Policies, and Family Conside#aﬁiohé; Blackburn
and Johnéon's original model is therefore modified'slightly
to include these three new determinants ofAﬁurnover in place
of the'briginal task repetitiveness and similarity of job

~and interest as shown in Figure 2.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis l--Tenure is the most sighificant

determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to eleven
year dgroup.

Hypothesis 2--Pay and benefits is the most signifi-

cant determinant of turnover frx USAF pilots in the six to
eleven year group.

Hypothesis 3--Promotion is the most significant

determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to -

eleven year group.

Hypothesis 4--Peer group integ:ation.is the most
significant'determinant.of turno#ér forIUsaripilots_in“tﬁé
six t&leieven yeé:'group;

‘Hzggthésis's-—kqle élarity is the most siénificant
determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in. the six the

eleven year group.

16
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Hypothesis 6--Job autonomy and responsibility is

the most signiiicant determinant of turnover for USAF
pilots in the six to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 7--Satisfaction with supervisory style

is the most significant determinant of turnover for USAF

pilots in the six to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 8--Past assignments is the most signifi-

cant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six

to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 9--Assignment policies is the most sig-

nificant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six
to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 10--Family cqhsideraticns is the most sig-
nificant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six

to eleven year group.
ﬂxgothesis ll--Civilian job opportunity is the most
significant factor which is influencing the turnover of USAF

pilots in the six to eleven year group.2

'2A1though civilian opportunity is not a "determinant”
of turnover, as described in the model, it will be tested
to determine if civilian opportunity is a "gsignificant fac-
tor” which is influencing turnover.

18




CHAPTER 1I
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter presents the research design and
methodology empléyed for this study. The data instrument
used tb'gather the data will be discussed first, followed
by variable definitions and measurement plan. Finally,

this chapter will discusé the data analysis plan.

Data Gathering Plan

Data Collection Instrument

The data collection instrument was the 1979 United

Stutes Air Force Officer Exit Survey (hereinafter referred
to as the Exit Surveyi. The sﬁrvey was adginistered to all
Air Force officer personnel who requested a date of separa-
tion (bos) beginning in November 1978 and ending in;MAy of
1979. During this time frame, 226 persopnel returned the
Exit Survey. During this time, 1200‘pilots léft.aétive'
duty but only 94 teturnedlExi; Sur§eys. |

The survey consisted of eighty-nine questions.

‘The first thirteen questions provided denographic informa-

tion. The remaining seventy-six cuestions related to poten-

‘tial factors affecting the decision to separate from active

-duty. A copy of the instrument is attached as Appendix B,
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Survey Bias

The Exit Survey was only administered to those

individuals who applied for and received a DOS. This may

| suggest a bias due to cocritive dissonance. This means that

once an officer has decided to leave the service all his
activities will reinforce his belief that he has indeed
made the right decision. As a result, a respondent may

have sufficiently raticnalized the decision to separate and

~his responses may have been influenced by this rationaliza-

tion. The authors recognize this potential for bias but

believe its effects were minimal for the purpose of this

study. No attémpﬁ has been made to describe fhe analysis
as absolute or pinpoint. Rather, this thesis was designed
to form the background methodology for analysis of further
data from the Exit Survef as it is hadelavailable.

The small peicentage of returned surveys may sug-

gest further bias. The authors believe, however, the

results of the data analysis will be useful as a pilot study

_of factors that affect retention. As the Exit Survey is a

‘vcontinuing program, and as additional quarterly data are

gathered, the authors believe this study will serve as the

basis fo; comparison for additional quarterly data.

Survey Advahtéges
The Exit Survey's advantages are in its design.

Earlier sﬁrveys, Su¢h as the 1977 Air Force Quality of Life

20




Survey, attempted to measure job satisfaction and’other
attitudinal factors (S). These data wefe then used by

USAF leadership to determine possible policy changes to
enhance retention; The Exit Survey does not link turnover
Jirectly to job satisfaction but, instead,.measures the
affect of each determinant as.a direct contribution to turn-
over. Analytical results from these data wiil be in'te;ms

of retention.

Instrument Validity and Reliability

This instrument was constructed by;the Air Force
! Military Personnel Center, Survey Branch (AFMECY). The
instrument was assumed valid and reliable by the authors

of this thesis.

Description of the Population

. ' ' The target population of this thesis consisted of
.USAF pilots with six to eleven years of'actife service who
were eligible for sepgrationlfrom the Air'Forcé. ‘The popula-
tion was selected due to the emphasis on this group's

attrition rate by senior USAF leaders (1; 12; 20).

,Deécrintion of the Sample

'The sanple consisted of the 94 pilots from the

target population who responded to the Exit Shrvey. Data

was obtained throuch the cooperation of AFMPCY. This

J , ’ branch generated the survey instrument and qoilected the

"
{,
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data from Consolidated Base Personnel Offices at Air Force

bases worldwide.

Inferences About the Population:

Inferences about the population have been made only
for the Air Force personnel represented by the sample pre-
viously described; that is, pilots in the six to eleven
vear group. Further research and data generation would be
required before inferences could Se made about other year
groups or other specialry segments of the Air Force per-

sonnel body.

, Variable Defihition and Measurement

Intervening Variables

YN g bt o 3 W v

Expectations. The intervening variable of Expecta-
tions is the dependent variable of the Blackburn and Johnson
Model presented in Figure 1. This expectation of indi-
viduals to make a career:in the Air Force is used as a
surrogate measure of turnover,(5:49). Each respondent's

expressed career lntent was measured by his response to

‘survey question number 12, whlch read:

Thlnk back to when you were comm1831oned and began
active duty. What was your intent with regard to
maklng the Alr Force a career?
The responses to thls question were arrayed on a seven-
point Likert scale and were given'values from 1 (definitely
would not make the Air Force a career) to 7 (definitely

would make the Azr Force a career)

22
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As diécussed in Blackburn and Johnson, the: career
intent question has proved to be reliable and valid.

Similar questlons were used in the Naval Health
Research Center and Air Force Human Resource Labora-~
tory studies. These studies indicated that expressed
career. intent, as measured on a Likert respcnse scale,
is a reliable and accurate predlctor of behavior
[5:49].

SatiSfection. The Blackburn-and Johnson synthe-
sized model defines job satisfaction as an intervening
variabie.  In their thesis the Air Force Quality of Lifeb
Active Duty Air Force Persoanel Survey was used as the
data baseﬂ One of the expressed purposes of thelr study was

to determlne the level of job satisfaction among Air Force
junior officers. The purpose of this thesis, however, is
not to determine the ‘level of satisfaction but to determine
the cause of that job satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The
Exit Survey was adminietered only to those officers leaving
the service so it is assumed that those officers who left
the service were dissatisfied for one reason or another.
Restated, - the purpose oflthis thesis was to determine the
specific eauseSvof turnover. The conCepfual model by
Blackburn and Johnsen was still used. However, the'job

satisfaction variable was ignored for the purpose of this

'thesie.

Opportunity. Opportunity, another intervening vari-

able, represents the external factors that contribute to

23




the individual's turnover decision. In the case of pilots,
the predominant influence was the hiring of pilots by the
airlines but other alternative jobs in.private industry
were a potential factor. Opportunity waes measured by
_questions 58, 59, and 61. -

Oopportunity to f£ly with the airlines.

Civiliian opportunities (non airlines).

More job satisfaction'in'civilian job.

_The responses to the;e three questions wére arrayed on a
lOfpoint Likart scale with values from 0 to 9 (see Appen-
dix B for survey instructions). Each of the three ques-
tions was given equal weight and an Opportunity Score was
obtained by summing thé responses ahd‘dividing by the num-
ber of questiohs. This same procédure was used to measure
the value of each determinant aé well. lthe'mean value
obtained for Opportunity was 4.25. According to the descrip-
tion of the Likert scale on page 4 of the Exit Survey, a
vélﬁe of 0 equates to no contribution to turnover, values
between 1 and 3 equate to minor contribﬁtion-to turnover,
“values from 4 to 6 indicate ﬁoderaté contributioﬁ, énd"
values above 7 indicate major contribution t6 furnovér.

By this division of scores, the mean value of 4.25 for

Opportunity would indicate that it had a moderate contri-

bution to turnover.




Determinant Variables

Tenure. As operationally defined for this thesis,
ﬁenure refers to the ué-or-out management system in the
Air Force. Tenure was measured‘by the responses to ques-
tions 47 and 63.

Career uncertainty due to up—-or-out managemiat
systems. :

More job security in civilian job.
Thg responses, arrayed on the l0-point Likert scale were
averaged to yield a mean value of 4.63. This indicates
that tenure policies were a moderate contributor to turn-

over.

Pay and Benefits. Pay and Benefits was opera-

tionally defined to include pay, allowances, medical and
dent-l benefits, commissafy and egchange.priVileges, and
the reti;ement system. The affect of pay and benefits
as a contributor to turnover was measured by questiohs

20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 60.

b : ' General erosion of benefits.

Inadequate medical and dental care for self.

Inadequate medical and dental care for dependent (s) .

Actual pay too small.

fligh pay too small.

Actual pay incre&sés too small.

Uncertainty resulting from propased“changes in

retirement system.
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Highef pay in civilian job (over the long term).

Thé responses for these guestions were arrayed on
the 10-point Likert scale to yield a meag value of 4.32.
This indicates that'pay was a moderate contributor to the

turnover decision.

Promotion. Promotion represents the individual's
percepticn of the effectivgness of the Air Force promotion
system in terms of selecting the best qualified people for
promotion {5:53).  Promotion was measured by responses to
guestions 39, 40,'41, énd 67.

Controlléd OER(s) received in the past.

Otﬂer CER(s) recejved.

Prcmotién oppbrtunity.

My chanées of beingvpromqted.

The responses. arrayéd or. the 10-point Likert scale,
resulted in a 3.§l mean value. This indicates that promo-
tion was somewhere becwéen a minor and moderate contributor

to the turnover decision.

Peer Group Integration.

Peer group ihtegration, a strongly supported deter-
minant, is primarily determined by the extent the :
individval's participation in a cohesive, rewarding,-
primary group [5:55]. .

Peer group integration was measured by the iesponses'to
questions 30, 34, and 65.

Low prestige of military prefession.
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Unhappiness with work group.
| Better people to work with in civilian jqb.-'
The responses on the Likert scale yielded a mean
value of 1.72. This indicates that peer group integration

was only a minor contribhutor to the turnover decision.

Role Claritv.

Role clarity is another determinant of turnover
that is strongly supported in the literature and repre-
sents the individual's perception of various aspects
of the clarity of his task within the organization
15:54]., : '

Role clarity was measured by the responses to questions'
32, 33, 49, S50, and 55.°

Not enough flying time.

Unable to fiy during entire career.

Requiremeﬂt for career‘broadeninq assignment(s).‘

Lack of opportunity for career. broadening assxgn-
ment (s).

Poiicies and procedures which undermine stature of
an officer.

The responses on the 10-point Likert scale yielded a mean
value of 3.50. This indicates thﬁt job clarity was between

a minor and moderate contributor to the turnover décision.

Job Autonomy and ReronsibiIitx.

Job autonomy and responsibility, another strongly _
supported determinant of turnover, deals with the indi-
vidual's perception of the amount and respon:xbility
allowed on his job [5:56].
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For the purpose of this study, job autonomy was opera;
tionally defined to include flight scheduling and addi-
tional duties. Job autonomy and responsibility were méa—
sured by questions 27, 28, 25, 31, 48, 53, 54, and 64.

Duty hours too long.

Unstable flight schedule.

Too many additional duties.

Too much anciliary training.

Two many petty restrictions.

Lack of opportunity to demonstrate initiafive.

Inadequate authority to carry out responsibilities.

More freedom and independence in decision making
in civilian job.

" The responses or the 10-point Likert scale yielded a mean
value of 3.52. This indicates that job autonomy and respon-
sibility played a minor to moderate role in the turnover

decision.

Satisfaction with Supervisory Style. “vVarious

aspects of satisfaction with supervisory¥style have strong
support in. the iite:atufe as a determinant of turnover
 [5:571." Satistgction’vith supervisory style wai'maqsured
by the responses td'éudstioni 35, 36, 51, and 52;,

Suparvision and leadeiship at the unit/iqnadron
level. ' :

Supervision and ' leadership above unit/squadron
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Lack of adequate recognition.

Too many inspeéﬁions.
?he respoﬁses on the lo—poiht Likert scale yielded a mean
value of 3.93. This indicates that leadership factors

played a minor to moderate role in the turnover decision.

Past Assignments. Past Assignments represents one

of the operationally defined determinants from the original
. deéerminahts of task repetitiveness and similarity of job
and interesté. Past Assignments represents the measure-
ment of how previous assignments influenced the decision to
leave the Air Force. Past Assignments was measured by
questions 44 and 45.

Unsatigfactory aircréft/job assignment(s) in the
past.

Unsatisfactory location of éssignment(s) in the
past. :

The responses on the 10-point Likert scale yielded a mean
value of 1.88. This indicates that Past Assignments played
only a minor role in the determination to leave the Air

Force.

Assiqnment Policies. Assignment éolicies fepresent

tha secqnd operationalized determinant from the origingl
determinants of similarity.of‘interests and task repetitive-
ness. Assignment bolicies represents the deqfee to whichA
present assignment policies influenced pilots' decisions

tn leave the service. Assignment policies affect on
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turnover was measured by the responsecs to questions 42,
43, and 46.
Little say in future assignments.

Inability to cross-train from one weapon system
to another.

Unsatisfactory'future assignment (s).
The responses on' the 10-point Likert scale yielded a 5.68
mean value. This indicates that assignment policies had a
. modérate influence on pilots' decisions to ieave the Air -

Force.

Family Considerations. The third operationally

defined determinant from the origihal determinants of task
re?etitivengss and similarity of job and interests was
family consideratiors. This determinant was used to
ascertain the degreé 6f influence ﬁhat femily considera-
tions play in the turnover deciéion. The questions used
to measure this determinant were 37, 38, 56, 57, 62, and
66.
' Excessive family separation due to TDY.

Excessi?e family separaﬁion dve to PCS.

Spouse's job oppqrtunity/incbme.

Lack of family acceptance of Air Force way of life.

More geégraphic stabilitj in civilian job.

Less family separation in civilian job.
The responses on the-lo-point Likert scale yielde& a mean

value of 2.37, which indicates that family consideratiqns.
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piayed only a minor role in the decision to leave the Air

Force.

Interim Summary .

In summary form, the determinants and the effect
each had in the determinationvof turnover can be viewed
in Table 3. This table indicates there were no single
dgterminantslwhich, on the average, were considefed'major
causes of turnover. "Major" is defined by the Exit Survey
as those variables rated as 7, 8, or 9 on the 1l0-point
Likert scale. Given these results, the~o$jective of our
data énalysis plan was to determine which of the deter-
minants was statistically the most significant factor

causing. the turnover of pilots in the six to eleven year

group.
TABLE 3
CONTRIBUTION TO TURNOVER
o 1 2 2> 4 5 6 7 8
Minor . Moderate  Ma,or.
Famil‘y - .;,......'.*
Tenure L " eseescssecssssesce®
pay 00'.'.......‘..0'.*
Promotion S .
Peer Group P
Roleclarity :v‘...'.......'.*
Job Autonomy tosesssacescas®
Past Assignments P
Leadership o oooolooooooa.co*
Assimentpolicies -n.oc-on-.'couoccooooc*
31




—

'manipulation'ahd'regression analyses were performed by the

‘at the .05 level of significance. The algebraic sign of

each B value signified the relationship ‘as direct or

Data Analysis Plan

Statistical Method

Regression analysis.was chosen to effectively ana-
lyze the relationships among the several determinants and
the dependent variable. "Regiession analysis describes the
mathematical fealtionship'betweén an independent variable,
X, and a dependent variable, Y {21:400]." For this thesis,
the determinants, as operatiénally defined in *the preceding
section of this chapter; wefe the indépendent variables and

career intent (Ql2) was the dependent variable. The data

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Sub-

programs *COMPUTE and REGRESSION (22:96~101; 320-367).

Regression Coefficient, B

The regression coefficient, B, for each determinant
was used to test for statistical significance. The F sta-

tistic derived thrcugh the regression analysis was tested

inverse. That is, if the sign of B was positive, a direct
re;atipnship between the Qiriables was indicafed. If the~
sign of B was negéfive, an inverse relationshib was indi-
cated. Therefdré._when'B is_positi§é, thé slope of the
regression line wbuld-also be'positive; _Mofeover, the value

of B, "stands for the expected change ian yi€h>a chdhge

in one unit in X, when X, (and all other independent
' 32 '




variables) is (are) held constant‘ér otherwise controlled
for [22:330]." This means that a change in career intent
can be predicted if a determinant, such as Pay and Bene-
fits,~§ére to be increased by an added benefits package
approved by Congress while all other determinants, such as

Assignment Policy and Job Autonomy, remain unchanged.

Coefficient of Determination, RZ

A measure of the suitability of the mnltiple regres-
sién model is the coefficient of determination, Rz. That
is, R2 indicates the strength of the relationships for the
independent variables and the impértance ofwall possible

independent variables not considered (error term). The R2

value gives ". . . the propcrtion of variability in the
dependent variable Y that is explained by the independent
variable X [25:408]." ° |

As a proportion, r? can take on values from zero
to one. When R2 equals one, the ihdependent variables
chosen completely describe the variability of the dependent
variable. No_other’indépendent variables exist that could
better explain or predict the observed variations in the

depeﬁdent variable. Convé}sely,‘if r?

eqﬁals zero,‘thé
:independent variables used in the analysis are'of no sig-
nificance in'explaihing the variation of the response
variable. 1In this case, the researcher should seek out. pos-

' sible determinants that would result in an acceptable Rz.
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Hypotheses Testing

Eacn research hypothesis was tested by using sta-

tistical techniques consistent with the multiple linear

regréssion model previously described (see Appendix C for
statistical hypotheses). The null hypothesis was tested .
at the .05 level of significance for each determinant.

This level.allows for inferential interpretation with 95
percent confidence. Additionally, the statistical hypo-'
thgses provided the answers to completevthe purpose of this
research effort: identify specific cause(s) of turnover and
discuss possible solutions that could reduce the rate of

turnover within the short-term. With an R2 greater than

" .90 and a null hypothesis that was rejected (that is, the

regression coefficient was significantly greater than zero),
the determinant was included in the final analytical equa-
tion. Alternétively, with an R2 greater than .90 ard a
failure to reject the}null hypothesis, ﬁhé determinant
being analyzed was considered.to be insignificant in the
decision to leave the service. . Obviouslyi:his determinant
was not included in the finalwgggivative of the énalYtical

equation.

Aptness of the Regression. Model

Residuﬁl.analysis of the multiple reg:ession model
was used as the examination of the aptness of the model.

". . . residuals are analyzed for randomness, normality,
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constancy of error variance, and approcpriateness of the
regression function [21:500]}." The residuals were derived

from the SPSS output.

Confidence Interval

Inferential statistics is not an exact science.

Rather, the findings are approximate within a confidence
interval that may be calculated as a function of the
expected value of the dependent variable, the desired prpba-
bility of certainty, énd the étandard error of the esti-
Imated average. Using these values, upper and lower

! confidence limits were calculated. These limité, and the

confidence coefficient of 95 percent, were the basis for

the analysis of a change in the dependent variable that

results from a change in only one of the independent vari-

ables (21:500-505).




CHAPTER IIX
DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS

Introduction

The material presented in Chapter II provided the
operational definitions and the methodology used in the data
analysis. This chapter presents the results of the analy-
sis. Discussion and evaluation were not presented in thir

- chapter; rather were reserved for Chapter IV.

2 ' , Data Analysis

Multiple Regression

As previously stated, the computerized Statistical
" Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to.accom-
plish the analysis of the survey data. The subroutines
utilized were *Compute, for grouping §urvey questions into
-aggregate determinants, and Regression for statistical

methodology and model verification.

Model Development and Verification

The ten determinants defined in this thesis were
arithmetically aggregated by the *Compute subroutine. The

mul;ivariate linear regression model, as initially devel-

oped, included these ten determinanﬁs and the intervening

'i ~ variable, opportuni;y.' This model'expressed as an equation
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is at lppendix D. The R2 for this model is .98346 which’

is greater than the required .90; therefore, a search for-

additional determinants was not conducted.

The computer output for this regression analysis
is condensed and sgmmarizea in Table 4. The analyses for
each of the statistical hypotheses are presented in the
text of the following paragraphs. All hypotheses were
tested against a critical F-value at the .05 level of sig-
nificance. If significant, the determinant was included .

in subsequent models.

Test of Hypothesis 1.

HO: B1 =0

Hy

: By #0

The computed F;value for Tenure, 10.315, is greater
than the required, critical F-value of 1.95. Decision:
Reject the null hypothesis. This impiies that the partial
coefficient for Tenura (B, = .31) is statistically differ--

ent than zero. This determinant was included in subsecquent N

analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 2.

HO:,BZ = 0.
HA: 32 £ 0

The computed F~-value fqrvPay and Benefits, 1.439,

is less than the reéuired!critical F-value of 1.95.
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Decision: Fail to reject the null hvpothesis. This implies
that the partial coefficient for Pay and E  -fits (B =

~.23) is not statistically different than zero. This

determinant was not included in subsequent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 3.

Ho: B3=0
Hy: By #0

‘The computed P-value for Promote, 0.003, is less
than the required, critical F-value of 1.935, Decision;
Fail to reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the
partial coefficient for Promote (By = .025) is not sta- |

tistically different than zero. This determinant was. not

included in subsequent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 4.

HO: B4 =0
Hp: B; # 0
‘The compuced Envalué for Peer, 3.246, is greater
than the required, critical'F;value of 1.95. Decision:

Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partial

' coefficient for Peer (3‘4 = ..1) is statistically different

than zero. This determinant was included in -subsequent

'analyses.
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The computed F-value for Rcle, 0.728, is less than
thevrequired, critical F-value of 1.95. Decision: Fail
to reject the rnull hypothesis. This implies that the par-
tial coefficient for.Role (Bs = ,14) is not statistically
different than zero. This determinant was not included

in subsequent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 6.

HO:B = 0

Hy

6
:85#0

The computed F-value for JobAut, 0.003, is less
than the required, critical value of 1.95. Decision: Fail
to reject the null hypothesis, fhis implies that the par-
tial coefficient for JobAut (B¢ = .025) is not statistically
different than zero. This determinant was nct included in

subsequent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 7.

‘By = 0

0-

HA:

7
7 f 0

The computed ?-value for Leader, 0. 971. is less
than the required. critical P-value of 1.95. Decision:
Pail to reject the null hypothesis. This implies that tho
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partial coefficient for Leader (B7 = -_.14) is not sta-
tistically different than zero. This determinant was not

included in subsequent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 8.
. - .

H B
B8 # 0

O:
,HA:
The computed F-value for PastAss, 10.928, is greater
than the required, critical F-value of 1.95. Decisior:
Reject the hull hypothesis. This implies that the partial
coefficient for PastAss (Bg = .331) is statistically differ-

ent than zero. This determinant was included in subsequent

analyses.

Test of dyrothesis 9.

H :‘39 = 0

$0

0

H B

At P9
The computed F-value for AssPol, 27.091, is greater
than the required, critical F-value of 1.95. Decision:
Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partial
coefficient !of Ass?olv(Bg'- «654) is,sgagisticallyndiffer-
ent than zero.; This d§terminang was included in subiaquont

" analyses.

TeSt of Hypothesis 10.
'HO: 810 = 0
H,: s 0

A‘ Byo
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The computed F-value for Faﬁily;'S.GSZ, is greater
than the reguired, critical F-value of 1.95. Decision:
Reject the null hypothesis. This impliés';hat the partial
coefficient for Family (B10 = ~,572) is étﬁtisfically dif-
ferent than zero. This determinant was included in. subse-

quent analyses.

Test of Hypothesis 1l1.

HO: Bll = 0
HA: 11 # 0

_ The computed P-value forfCiéOpp. 6.173, is greater
than the required, critical F-value of 1.95. becision:
‘Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partial
coefficient for CivOpp (B11 = -.34) is statistically differ-
ent than zero. This determinant was include& in subsequent

analyses.

Interim Summary
As witnessed by the preceding hypothesis testihg.

the initial, multivariate model ﬁas'adeQuately d;scriptive
of the variance in the dependent variable (R? = .98346).
In addition, six of the determinants were statistically
aigniticant to be included in the hcxt‘cénputefiéed analy-
sii. - Pive of tﬂc determinants were not sta;istica;ly sig-.
nificant and Q.ro not included in sub-oquont'reqre:lionv

apalyscs. The six ltatisticglly iiqﬂificant determinants
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were Asskol, PastAss, CivOpp, Tenure, Family, and Peer.
These six determinants became the independent variables

of the "deduced model."”

*"Deduced Model® Verification

The 'déduced model”™ is presen:ed in equation form
~at Appendix E. The verification of this model followed
the methodology outlined in Chapter II and accomplished in
the previous part of this chapter. There were only six
independent variables; therefore, only six statistical
hypotheses were tested for significancé. Eaéh hypothesis
was tested against the critical F-value of 2.20 at the .05
level of significance. The applicable degrees of freedom
for the numerator was six and for the denominator was 87

(4:82) .

- The coefficient of determination for the "deduced

model” was greater than the desired value of .90 (R2 =
.9829). The deletion of five determinants reduced the ﬁz
from .98346 to .9829 thch confirmed the decision to modify
the modelrby eliminating the "insignificant determinants. "
l'The computerloutput for this regréssion analysis is
condensed and summarized in Table 5. The analyses for each

of the statistical hypothesaes are aliso presented'in the text

of the féilowing paragraphs.'
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Test of Hypothesis 1.

H.: Bl = 0

0
Hy: By #0
The computed F-value for Tenure, 10.257, is greater
than the required ériticale-value of 2.20." De;isiqn:
Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partial
~coefficient for Tenure (Bl = ,18) is statistically differ-

- ent than zero. This determinant was included in the final

model.

Test of Hypothesis 2.

o | ~ Hyt By =0

HA: B, #0
| K 1 The computed F-value for Peer, 4.174, is greater
than the required criﬁical F-value of 2.20. Decision:
Reject the null hypotheéis., This implies that the partial
goefficient for Peer (Bz,s .33) is statisticaLly different
' than zero. This determinant was included infthe final

model.

Test of Hypothesis 3.I
HO: 83 = 0
Hp: B3 # 0
The computed F-value for éastAss, 9.181,>is greater

than the required critical F-value of 2.20. Decision:

Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the‘p&rtial
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coefficient for PastAss (83 = ,27) is statistically differ-

ent than zero. This determinant was included in the final

model.

Test of Hypothesis 4.

H.: B, =0

0 4

H,: B4 # 0

A .
The computed F-value for AssFol, 66.758, is greater
thﬁn the required critical F-value of 2.20. Decision:
Reject the null hypothesis. This iﬁplies that the partiai
coefficient for AssPol (B4 = .499) is statistically differ-

ent than zero. This determinant was included in the final

model.

Test of Hypothesis 5.

s B5 = 0
:Bg #0
The computed F-value for Family, 7.416, is greater.
than ﬁhe required critical F-value of 2.20; Décisiog:
. Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partigl
coefficient fo%‘Family (BS = -.62) is statisticall&ldiffér-

" ent than zero. This determinant was included ih the final .

model.

Test of Hypothesis 6.

Ho; 86 = 0

HA: BG # 0

. 46




The computed F-value for CivOopp, 19.342, is greater
than the required critical F-value of 2.20. Decision: ’
Reject the null hypothesis. This implies that the partial
coefficient for CivOpp (36 = -.269) is statistically dif;'
ferent than zero. This determinént was included in the

final model.

Interim Summary

As witnessed by the preceding hypothesis testing,
the "deduced model" was adequately deécriptive of the
variance in the dependent variable (Rz = .9é29). Addi-~
, tionaily, all six of the detefminanﬁs weré statistically
significant. The rdeduced model” bécame the fihai model
that satisfactorily describes the félationship‘of the
dependent variable and the "significant" independent vari-
ables. |

As evidenced'by the computer output'in Table 5,
AssPol ié the mcst significant determinant in this model.
Not only did this determinant enter the step-wise regres-
sion analysis‘first, but AssPol alsovhas.the largest direct

relationship with career intention (Q-12).

Aptness of the Regression Model

Analyses of the re31duals obtalned from the SPSS
subroutine Regression was accomplished. The analyses

revealed that the residuals were not a significant
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challenge to the appropriateness of the multip;e, linear

regression model.

Confidence Interval

" : ' The computation of a 95 percent confidence interval
of the expected value of the career intention (Q-12) pro-
vided the robustness and generalizeability to the analysis.

Using a t value of 1.99 (t ) the lower limit was

, "1=-2/2;n-p
3.46 and the upper limit was 3.69. ‘These values represent
an increase of 12 to 19 percenfage points when assignment
policies were increased by a unit value and all other inde-

| pendent values remained constant. Therefore, the inferen-

° tial conclusion drawn was that, with 95 percént confidence,
a positive change in the assignment policy would have
influenced between 11 and 18 pilots of the 94 in the sample
to remain on active duty. These inferences compare favor-
ably with the results of the responses to Question 17 of the
survey.

: o "When first deciding whether to separate, if you

i . could have received the ASSIGNMENT you MOST WANTED,

. ‘ : would you have remained in the Air Force"? [See.

‘ Appendix B.] . '

The data revealed 23 percent (21 pilotS) of the responses’

. were item A; "Yes, definitely.”
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. CHAPTER 1V
DISCUSSIONS, RECOMMENDATION, AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

' "bur objective is to retain 59% of our pilots . . .

duriné these critical years of service [8:2]."

1. | The critical years of service referred to by
-Josepb C.'Zengerle, AssistantvSecretary of the Air Force
fpr Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and'Instéllation, are the
sixth to eleveﬁth years. Given this goal of 59'percent
retention of pilots in the six to eleven year group, the
present retention ratg of 23‘percent leaves a 36 percentage
point shOrtféll in the desired retention. The challenge
for our personnel rystem, or our Air Force as a whole, is
to overcome that 36 percentage point deficit in the reten;
tion of thes~< pilots. |

R The analysié section of this thesis has indicated

a 19 percenﬁ increase in retention could be attained with
5 positive change in assignmeﬁt bolicies. But just how does
one medsure the cosf“ﬁf such a proposéd,change? In fact,
how does one design a “positive" change to a;signment poli-
cies? ThiS'éhapter~will aﬁtempt to answer those ﬁwd ques-

tions.
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Systems Approach

With the systems management approach to decision
making, the Air Force has become increasingly-aware of the
concept of total systems costs. The prdblem of pilot reten-
tion should be viewed from just such a systematic approach
in the determination of costs. Traditionally,lthe personnel
function is not considered a task within a logistical sys-
tem; }ogistics is more frequently associated with supply,
maintenance, transportation, and pfocurement functions.
However, becauée of the logic, clarity, and flexibility of
the logistic system concept, the‘personnel system, éar-

ticularly the management of pilot resources, will be struc-

. tured s;milarly to the logistical system.

' Specifically, the objeétive of a logistical system
is to provide the desired level of support at the least
possible total expenditure of fesources. In a logistical
system, resources equate to men, money, and material. Given
the stated goal of.59 percent retention of pilots in the six
to eleven year group, the objecti?e of . a "personnel loéis—
ﬁip system” is to achieve that goal at the least total cost.

Determining the least total cost can be difficult
if not'sometimeS'impossibleJ Howe§er, by div;ding the over-
all prohlem into sepafate independent problehs, the task is
somewhat easier and more manageable. Détermining all the
faétors included in the total cdst, and equating men, monéy.

and material in comparable terms, comprise two sepérate
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independent problems tu help solve the pilot retention
ﬁroblem. The answers to these problems lie in the use of
a logistics system model to structure and'define the ele-
ments of cost and the use of human resource accounting
methods to equate the expenditure of resources--men, money,

and material.

Logistics Model

The purpose 2f logistics is to create and sustain
military forces in support of national policies and objec-
tives (24:48). Logistics has four independent processes
which are needs determination, acquisition, distribution,
and conservation. Each one of éhe processes is a subsystem
within and unto itself. That is, each such subsystem has
inputs and outputs. Thé characteristic of a system is that
the output of one subsystem is the iﬁput to the next (see
Figure 3). |

' In the'case of pilots, the Air Staff'has deter-
mined the need for a given nﬁmbér of pilots. That need is

the output of the first process and the input into the

second|process, acquisition. The personnel system must then

secruit, select, and train qualified personnel to become

pilot resources. The.output of the acquisition érocess is -
a'qualeied pilot, a human resource.. This resource is the
input to the distribution process which must distribute the

pilot ﬁesources among the various weapons systems and bases
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REQUIREMENTS |
DETERMINATION ACQUISITION

UTILITY ’ INFORMATIO , RESOURCES

CONSERVAT ION SERVICESI i DISTRIBUTION

Fig. 3. Logistics Systems Model

throughout the world. Once these pilot resources are

i matched with weapons systems and bases they provide a ser-

5 ' vice or capability which supports our national ‘objectives.

' | This se:vice or capabil@ty is the input to the conserva-

- tion process which must maihtain the utility or value of
these pilots. 1If this is done, the utility of those
pilot resoufces is maintained within the systeﬁ. If the

_utility is not maintained, the needs determination process:

will generaté a requirement to replace that resource with

the acquisition of a new pilot resource, and so on.

This'logisticsjmcdel is the framework which will be used

to determine the total cost of a personnel logistic system
from an Air Force point of view. Each prdcess of the
logistics model will be examined in detail to ascertain

the cost associated with that process.
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Requirements Determination. "Requirements deter-

mination is the specific identification of needs ‘and deter-
mination of what will satisfy thém‘[24:50].” This impl;es
that specifications are required to identify the prerequi-
sités required to satisfy certain of the regquirements.:
The Air Staff has specified the requirements for the total
number of pilots to be just under 25,000 (see Figure 4).
However, a total number of pilots is not the only require-
ment. Experienced pilots are neededlto'provide the middle
management strength to today's ope;apiqnal units and the
leadership of tomorrow's Air Forcé. As previoﬁsly men-
ticned, a stated retention goal of 59 percent has been set
for pilots in the middle level management area. So, the
requirement exists for noﬁ only a total number of pilots but
for é percentage of that total number to be expérienced
pilots. o

The defirition of an experienged pilot wvaries
greatly among the commands within thé Air Force. As it is
used here, it geﬁeraliy refers to pilots with more than
five years of rated service and 1500 hours of flying time.
This requirement satisfies most command requirements for
instructdr pilbt minimum'quaiificatioﬂs;f,An expe;ienced
pilot is much more valuable to the Air Force than just five
years service and 1500 flying héurs, however. HowAdo yduv

place a value on a pilot with a year's combat experience?
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How can you replace that valuable experience 1f a zilot

leaves the service?

Acguisiticn. “"Acqguisition 18 the process through
q

which we procure goods and services and cther rescurces to
meet determined requirements [24:30)." 1In %his cise, the
services of piléts Are manpower resources whicﬁ 2re acguired
through the expenditure of money and material rescurces.

The cost to train a piloﬁ includes no;'only'the cost of
Cnderq?aduate rilot Training (UPT) but can algo include

the cost to send the pilot candidate thxough one of the
three commissioning sources of Reserve QOfficer Training
Corps (ROTC), Officer‘Training Schecol (OTS), or United
étates Air Force Acadeﬁy (USATA). For thg pdrpose of this
thesis, the cost of commissioning was not considered into
the formula which was developed and which'is presented

later in this chapter. However, if a candidate is recruitea
into the service specificaliy to be avpilo:. then we
‘believe this cost should be a consideration.

The personnel function within the Air Force is'
perfectly capable oflachiting the total number dfwﬁiiaii
needed to meet the stated reéuirement. However, budget
.cuts, UPT quotas, and so forth. have limited the acquisition
'of new pilots to 10C0 palots pef yeaf for the past several
years., This UPT output has been ihcreased recently andlis

fqrecast to go even higher. Yet, the.shortage in the pilot
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inventory remains. As depicted in Figure 4 the shortaée
1s predicted %o be appréxznataly 3500 pilots by FY 82.
This shortfail is due to the exodus of experienced pilots.

The experienced pilot is one resource the perscnnel
functior cannot acquire. In the case of extreme emergen-
cies, the President could direct an active &uty recall
which wouid balance the deficit. However, this is not
likely for now. Since the expericnced.pilot cannot be
replaced, he/she is a resource which must be retained and
conserved by the system. Again quoting General Davis,

« « « That loss will eventually atfect our senior

leadership ranks. We can put somecne into a trainer
" cockpit and have that person flying a mission in a
year or two, but we can't replace 1l years of opera-
tional experience and skills in any time short of 1l
years [(7:8]. .

The c&si associated Qith this acquisition process
will be examined only at a conceptual level because the
deteraination of actual costs was beyond the scope of this
thesis. The cost associated with this acquisition p:oéess
will ‘be referred to simply as °"A* vhoré A repregonts the
., cost to scﬁd an officer through UPT.‘ Thiz conceptual value

- of A will be used later in this chapter to show the rela-

tional expression of total systems cost.

Distribution. “Distribution is the process of
moving the things ptocurod'to.chait place of need or us.
{24:51]." 1In the context of this thesis, it represents

the process in which AFMPC assigns the pilot resources to
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the various weapons systems and geographic locations
throughout the world. Within the traditional definition
of distribution,
Decisions must be made, based upon.the requirements
determination, and ‘the operational plannzng, about
. < . the pricrity with which material should be handled,
where it will be stored (if at all), and how it will be
. handled [25:51].
This‘defini:ion has direct application ¢o the manné: in
which personnel are, or should be, handled by the dist;ibu~
tion process. Each aspect of +his definition will now be
exanined.

As previously discussed in the requirements deter-
mingtion process, the AF has a aeed for a balance of experi-
enced and inexperienced pilots. This balance is approxi-
m&tely a 60/40 mix of experienced pilots versus inexperi-
enced pilots. Additionally, due to operational pianninq
con;iderations. the Air Force has the requirement to balance
thqt experience among the various weapon systems. That is{
experience is needed within each type of weapon system from
the newest P-16 aircraft to the older B-52 and KC-135 air-

- crafe. This'ttﬁly.represcnts the most dit‘iéult problem
facing Air Force pcrsonncl plannct:--hou to maintain the
desired level ot experience across the board in all our
major weapon systcu:. Stated dittercntly. how should the
Air Porce rctain its nost ‘'valuable nanpovct resource?

' Tho dxstrzbution procesn vhxch handles high valun

material items does so by priority handling and nanaq'n‘nc.
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As stated in the traditional definitiop of distribution,
decisions must be based'on the priority with which
material should be handled, and hov it will be handled.
Otherwise, known as Perette's Law, this ctoncept simply means
that management should spend 86 percent of its time mana-
ging 26 percent of its inventory items. fhe implicatioq,
of course, is that»tﬁe 20 percent of the inventory repre-
sents the most valuable, high costlitems in the inventory.
Perhaps the pilot assignment system should be managed in a
sxmxlar manner. If the experienced pilot cannot be replaced,
ner ecquxted off the shelf,” then he/she is truly a valu-
able resource deserving priority handling and management;
Just how an experienced pilot,ehould’be managed in a per-
sonnel assignment system is the heart of the recommendation
d;scussed later in this chaptef.‘
‘The final decision which must be made regarding

the dxstributxon of pilots is where they will be stored
{(if at ell). The present rated supplement zs the-program
‘ which 'ltOtee' pilot resources. 'This program is a very
effective proqran in which the pilot resources can be
*stockpiled®” for future use. The authors believe the
| rated supplenent is an ebsolutely essential element in the
et!ectiva. etfxcient uanaqement of pilot resources.

‘ The ccsts aesocieted with this distribution pro-
cess will be expresled in conceptual terms by the letter

"D. D represents the summation of all permenent change
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of staéion {(PCS) cost and’tr:ining costs associated with
éualifying a pilot resource in one of the various weapon
systems. For example, if a UPT graduate is assigned to a
 KC-135 unit at Carswell AFB, Texas, the distribution cost
includes the PCS cost from the UPT base to Carswell AFB
and the temporary dﬂty and training costs associated with
the Combat Crew Traiping School at Castle AFB, California.
If a currently qualified KC=-135 pilot is reassigned from
Minot AFB, North Dakota, to Travis APB, California, the
distribution cost is only the PCS cost of the move from
ﬁinot AFB to Travis AFB, . |

The present assignmant system attempts to minimize
D by the manageﬁent of bilots by wéapon system identity. '
The advantage of this system is that it minimizes training
costs and retains experience within a given weapon system.
Unfortunately, as the Exit Sﬁrveylresults have shown, these
assignment policies are the primary reason why pilots are
leaving thg Air Force in record numbers. For thislreason,
the authors believe an additional cost element should be
considéred. This cost element, which will be referred tovas
"E", for experience, represents thé resourcesflos: if a
pilot elects to leave the Air Force. .This‘cost elemen£
could simply be a éumhlative total of trainihg costs spent
on an individual, multiplied by a facto§.for combat tours,
professional military education, education,'o:‘éﬁher con-

siderations important to the Air Force. In this way; the
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personnel system could identify those‘human'respurces which
deserve the priority handling and management mentioned
earlier. Additionally, the quantification of E would add
significantly to the total cost of the personnel systeﬁ if
these resources were lost to thé Air Force. This would
serve to represent the true cost’of an assignment system-
yhereas the present assignment system does not consider

the loss of a pilot to be a finaneial loss.

Conservation. "Conservation is the procesé of main-
taininq and improving resources [24:52]." In the context |
of this thesié, conservation of pilot resources has two
separate aspects. First, conservation can imply that the
pilot himself must be retained within the system. The
second consideration involves the retention of pilof skills.
Conservation of pilot skills.is accoﬁplished by ground and
flight training as part of the normal proficiency training
program. For example, once a pilot is qualified in an
F-4, he/she must fly,periodicailyhand be.trainéd continu-
ously to maintain the degree of proficiency :equired to
sﬁcce;sfullf apcomplishﬁa"given mission. Tﬁerefore,'all
the costs involved to keep a pilot ﬁroficient, once fully
qualified, is the first part of the cqnéervation costs.

- Thevsecond part is thosé costs necessary to keep
a pilot in the Air Force system."Thése‘costs include the

quality of life issues necessary tc make and keep the

60 -




Alr Force way of lifé attractive enough to prevent Air Force
pilots from voluntarily leaving the service. These areas
include pay and benefits, tenure policies, pfomotion poli-
cies, family considerations, role clarity, and so forth.

The results of the Exit Survey indicate that although such
factors as pay are important coﬁsiderations, they are not
the most important factors which have caused pilots to leave
duty. Additiorally, this area has received the focus of
most attention given to pilot retention problems.

Some of the many efforts underway to ease the
retention problem are thé proposed 25 percent increase in
flight pay, the reduction in the number of additional duties
required, and the suspension of involuntary separation of
pilots from active duty. Additiohally, the controlled OER
system has been abolished, and Major Air Commands have taken
steps to put more authority in the hands of squadron com-
manders. These are all verv important and necessary actions
which wili do much to improve the Air force way of life.
Unfortunately, none of these address the most significaht
cause of pilot turnoverf-assignment polidies. The cbsts
associated yiﬁh-these quality of life issues represent ﬁhe
otherlportibn of the costs aéséciated»with the consgrvation
process{ The total costs of the conservation process are
represented by tﬁe theoretical expreésion ",

| The cost assoéiated with C is only partially con-

trollable by the Air Force. The amount of training and
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flying each pilot receives is determined by the Air Force.
For example,‘each MAJCOM employs a system in which the most
inexperienced pilots receive the most training and flying
hour allocatiens and the most experienced pilots recsve

a lesser amount of training. This determieatiee £ experi—
ence or proficiency levele is a function of the MAJCOM and,
therefore, this aspecf of conservation cost is at least
somewhat controllable within the Air Force.

The portion of conservation costs associated with
the quality of life is not directly conerollable by ﬁhe
Air ?orce. Increases to flight pay, or housing allowance,
or promotion policies, and so on, are all subject to con-
gressional approval anq funding. ?he'time lag in-thie pro-
cess is not only greai but also unpredictable. The extent
of Air Force control is limited to the political pressure
or convincing argument presented to the congressional and
execu;ive branches.

The output of the conservation process is pilot -
utlllty. That is, the Alr Force can confidently use the
skills of a pllot to perform a given mission anywhere,
anyg;me, under any circumstance. The conservat;on proceeé
is necessary to pro?ide that utility, for without it,
the pilot's skills may be rusty. his/her knowledge less than

perfect, or his/her aggresszve nature less than adequate.
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Total Cost

The question asked earlier in this chapter was:
How much does it cost to retain a pilot? It is now pos-
sible to address this question since all the cost factors

have been identified through the logistics éystem moael..

Additionally, the quantification of the experience factor

allows a meaningful comparison of the total reéoufces coﬂ-
sumed in terms of men, money,‘and materials.. Stated:ih
the conceptual framework, the cost to train a pilot under
the present philosophy would be represented by the fOrmulé
when total system cost = A+D+C. However, this does ﬁét
represent the loss to the Air Force if a pilot leaves the
Air Force nor the actual least cost to the system. The
loss would be edual to A+D+C+E. The authors therefoce
ccntend that the assignment system should be managed in
such a way that the totél cost is represented by A+D+C+E.
This is‘the resource cost which must be minimized; the
total,systeﬁ cost. The authofs believe the pilot reténr'
tion problem, and its associated total resource cost,:is
lnot_being viewed from this total syséem cost»apprbach;
Instead, the Air Forcé attempts to minimize acquisitibn
costs, and minimize éonServatidn costs, and does.not méa-

sure experience costs. The result is a total system cost

which is greater than the combined sum.of all the individual

minimized costs.
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Assignment Policy

The question therefore remains, "How do you design
a positive change in assignment policy?" AFMPC has done
much in the past yéar to improve personal inputs into the -

assignment process. The Officer Personnel Assignment Infor-

‘mation Directory published in November 1979 is a single

source document for all assignmenﬁ information. This
éamphlet is a great improvement and aid o ‘the indiVidual
officer seeking assignment information. AFMPC has also

published the Commander Information Brochure (29) in an

" effort to keep the cormanders and the individuals informed
of current developments in the personnel area. Finally,
AFMPC has conducted a number oflfield trips and briefings
to all the'majqr flying organizations.to personally contacﬁ
Athg individual flying officeré. These are all significant
improvements to the assignment process within the existing
- framework. However, as ;hdicated by the results of the
Exit Survey, the existing framework is the majér prdblem

area! What is the existing. framework?

'Assignment Framework. The existing framewofk.for
pilot assigpmenﬁs ié the weépon syétem group concept. The
rated force is divided into ten weapon system groups. |
These includeflfighter;:ecée (reconnaissance), interceptor;
érainer, bombér, tanker, strategic airlift, tactical air-

1ift, helicopter, and mission support.
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of this system is that the individual has little, if any,

. category you will stay in. Assignmenés out of UPT have

These groups form the basis for the current manage-
ment of all rated officers. They are the principal
players in the decision-making process known as Rated
Distribution and Training Management ([l14:3-1].

Based on these weépon systems groups, the AFMPC
attempts to match individual preferences listed on the
AF Form 90 (see Appendix A). Herein lies the crux of the
problem. As stated in the'AID, "Tell us your desires and

give us realistic options so we can match your assignment

and personal desires [14:2-9]." "Realistic" is the key

~ word. ‘fhe message to the field is that realistic means a

.choice within your weapon system grouping. For example,

if you are an KC-135 pilot, then realistic choiges (as
listed by the AID) include KC-135, EC-i35, RC-135, C-135,
E-3P, and E-4 aircraft. If a KC-135 pilot were to put down
any aircraft otﬁer than one of thosé previously listed, it
would nct be considered realistic unless it fit into one

of the designated "crossflow" programs. The ﬁajor fallacy

choice in which weapon system grouping he will be placed.
The "céritical first assignment' is often talked
about among pilocs: This simply means that whichever cate+

gory you are placed in for your first assignment is the

undergoné'numerous changes over the years ranging from a
choice of assignments by ranking in the class to a purely

random assignment of aircraft. The Air Force has expended
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considerakle effort to match individual preference éf UPT

graduates with needs of the Air Force. The authors believe
this is not the optimal time to match individdal preferences
with AF needs. We believe this is analogous to forqi?g'a

career decision on a high school graduate. The UPT gradu-

" ate is not mature enough as a pilot, nor does ne/slia have

enough valid information, to mak= a career choice even if

he/she were guaranteed the assignment of choice. The

type of information presented the UPT student is without

doubt biased toward the desirability of being a "fighter

pilot." However, after several years of maturation as a

pilot, and after more valid exchange of information with
friends in various weapon systems, a pilot is more capable

to make a career decision. For these reasons, the authors

‘'propose the following recommendation.

Recommen@ation
| At the end of a pilot's first active duty service
commitment, typically the sixtlh year of service, the Air
Force shouid guarantee a pilot a one~time only career
choice‘of ore of the folicwing two assignient options.

' 02£ioﬁ 1. If you are not satisfied in yout cur-
rent weapon system group, select the weapon system groué of
your choice. Aircraft within the weapon system groups
are listad in the AID and the actual aircraft and geograéhi-

cal location of assignment will be made by AFMPC.
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Optioa 2. If you are éurrently satisfied with
your weapon system group, pick the geographical area of
your choice. Actual assignment to a base within that

geographical area will be made by AFMPC.

Recommendation Benefits_

The authors believe this to be a reasonable and
justifiable assignment policy change based on the following
reasons. First, it can be implemented Qithin the existing
structure of the AFMPC. The authors believe the Rated
Distribution and Training Ménagement system is a very sound
and logical éystem provided thé,individual is satisfied
with the weapon system group he/she is managed within.

Second, the Air Force can imp]emént this policy cnange

entirely within the boundaries of the Air Force system. No

outside agency approval would‘be required. Additionally,

- this pelicy could be implemented immediately.

The benefits which would accrue to the Air Force
would be in three main areas: economic, leadership, and

asility to meet.nationai objectiveé.

Econpmic.‘ Under a total system cost concept where
all men,‘moﬁey and material resources are éonsidered, the
recommended policy would resuit in an economic benefit ﬁo
the Air Force. Thé distribution cost would undoubtedly go
up but acquisition‘costs‘ﬁould go‘d¢wn because of incrgased'

retention. The biggest factor, however, would be the
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savings of experience which (in a humdn resource éccounting
system) ié equated withAmoney. Altﬁouqh the aconomic
savings possible under this recomménded policy are poten-
tially significant, this economic'aspéct is considéred the

least important benefit of this policy.

Leadership. The recormended policy has significant
leadership benefits. Because this poiicy is aimed at
retaining the experienced middlé management persénnel, the
potential benefit is for.tﬁeffutﬁre leadership of the Air
Force. The pilots‘in.the'six to eleven year group who are
retained today' are not onl?ﬂthe commanders of tomorrow's
operational units, but nonéperational units as well. This
policy would provide for a broadened base of experiencg for
this future leadership. The authors believe a system which
breeds specialists, as the present'sfstem does, is not as
effe;tive as one whici prevides for broadened experience.
The geheral officers today normally have a broad background
of aircraft experience whéteas'todsy's RDTM would create,
only bomber, or fighter, or t‘z‘anséort types. .The recom-

mended'pol;cy change would therefore proVide fbr this broad-

ened base and enhance the future leadafship éogential of the

Airvtbtco.' This is also a significant bendfitlbut. once

again, it is not the most significant.
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National Objectives. As stated in AFM 1i-1,

"The mission of the United States Air Force is to prepare
our forces to fight to preserve the security and freedom
of the people of the United States ([15:v]." The mos*
important part of our ae&éspace forces is our pecple. As
stated by Major Genéral Jeanne M. Holm,

The major cﬁallenge and concern of the armed forces
in the period of the 70's and beycnd are, and will con-
tinue to be in the field of personnel. You ean devise
all of the technologically sophisticated systems in the
world, but without people in the quality 'and quantity
required to operate these systems, to fix them and to
control them, you are nowhere [15:3-9].

The authors believe the key eleaents of this statement are
the gquality and quantity of peop. requifed. |

'As shown previouély in Figure 4, the Air Force is

not retaining the quantity and quality of pilots needed to
meet stated requirements. As instructors and as evaluators,
the authors have seen the flying hour and experience require-
ménts for upgrade reduced out of necessity so that the
- required positions to be manned could be filled. ;nstruc-
tors at the CCTS and RTU units were previously the most
highly experienced and capable insttuctot piloﬁs in that
weapon systém. Now, pilotslého would previously ﬁave been
unqualified even Eo be an instructor are now instructors
&t;the CCTS and RTU bases. The result, which is odly
noticeable over a long period of time, ii that Air Force
:pi;ots are not as weil traingd or exper}encgd as they once

were., The gual:ity s not asléood'as'i: was or should be.
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The authors have therefore concluded tha; unless
something is done soon, the forces which must “fight to
preserve th2 security and freedom of the United States"

-will be neither of the quality or quantity required to
accomplish the mission. This is the most serious aspect
of the pilot retention problém! We propose that our reéomf
-mendation is .ot only beneficial from an economic and
lead ship perspeétive but it will also enhancé our capa-

bility to achieve our national objectives.

Conclusions

This research effort has sought to determine the

‘cause or causes of the current pilot exodus using tradi-

| tional problem-solving techniques. Bdrrowing from tbé
ideas of previous authors and researcb teams, a~mode¥ of
turnover was Adopted as the structure for this research
effort. Thg'United States Air Force Officer Exit Survey,

. which was designedvand adﬁinis?ered by the Air Force M;li-
tary Personnel Center, was used as the data base. The first
quarter results from 1979, which congisted of only 94 pilot
respdgdentﬁ, provided the basig for ;ur recommendqﬁion, and
this final conclusion.

As with a“.; problem dealing with tﬁd-hunan elé-
nint; no iinqlc factor could identified as "the” cause of -
tho'pilot «xodus. Therefore, the authors have identified

the one factor which was the mdst statistically significant
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factor determining the turnover of pilots in the six to
eleven year group within the sample of 94 pilots who returned
surveys during the first quarter of 1979. This factof was
identified as assignment policies. Responses to the survey
indicated that between 23 and 47 percent-df the 94 piloés'
who left the service would have stayed in ﬁad they been able
to receive the assignment of their choice.

Based on this response, the authors performed a
mul;iple linear regression analysis to predict the effécts
of a proposed change to the curren;'assignment policies.
This analysis indicated that a 19 percent increase in
retehtiqn could have been realized if the proposed policy
would have been available to the 94 pilots in the Exit
Survey. |

Because o§ the small sample size abaiiable foF'
this research, it is not possible to make a statistical
prediction about the effects the proposed policy change
might have on futﬁre retention, nor is it even possible
to conclusively say that aSsignmentfpolicy is the most'
significant chtor caﬁﬁinq the turpover of All pilots who
have left the service. Our conclusions and predictions
are limited to the small sample of 94 pilots who'answefed
this survey in early 1979. However, this small sample size
does not de:fact from the value of this resaarch effort. |

The’simple faét of the matter is--whatAothef

' choices are available to improve retentior at this time?
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‘Even if pay, for example, had been the most significant
determinant of turnover in our research, what can Air Force
leadership do about increasing that pay? The authors |
believe that the Air Force leadership has done just about as X
much as is humanly possible; Congress has simply not elected |
to increase our pay. Thereforg, Air Force leadership should
deal with matters that are within their own authority to
change. This ﬁhesis has determined that assignment policy
is the area most ripe for improved retention; an area whiéh
can be dealt with entirely within Air'Force channels.

The recommendation made in this thesis is based on
the simple premise that a pilot Qho‘is happy in his work
will stay in the Air Force. This is not universally true,
of éour;e, but the majority of Air Force pilots‘would
endure sohelinequities‘in é&y,'benefits, or other vari-
ébles, if they were happy in their work andlcould expect
to continue to be happy. Unfortunatel?, the present Air‘
Force assignment poliéies do not provide the fle#ibility
necessary to insure this personal satiéfacfion: True par-
'tiéiéétive management dces not exist in the RDTM system.

| The authors believe this thesis has indeed deter-
ﬁineq the most significant cause of the pilot exodus prob-
lem, Additionally; we have recommended a solution which

we feel would improve retention by a significant amount.

We have attempted to describe the cost of our recommenda-

tion in conceptual terms and we are convinced that if our
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recommendation were impiemented the savings would be sig-~
nificant. |

Problem solving and decision making are indeed the
two éepéréte steps necessary for the solution to tﬁe‘pilot
aexodus broblem. The’problém_has now been sclved; the deéi-

sion must now be made!
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* OFFICER EXIT SURVEY

USAF SCN 79-45

78




CEPARTMENT OF TEE AR FC=RCE
HEADGUARTERS UNITED STATES 2,3 F2RCE
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Chief of Staff and I are genuinely concerned about
your request for separation--your departure represents a loss
of valuable training and experience. While we cannot reason-
Ve ably expect to retain all young officers,; it is essential that
' we exert every possible effort to make Air Force service as
attractive as possible. To do that we must first identify the
reasons why officers are separating. : ‘

Accordingly, we are asking those officers who request
voluntary separation from active duty to complete this Officer
Exit Survey. While completion of the survey is voluntary, the
importance of your individual feedback cannot be overempha-~
sized. Your candid opinions on how we can improve the Air
Force will help immensely. As -always, your responses will be
treated with couplete confidentiality. '

Please accept my best wishes for success in your future

endeavors.
Sincerely
ANDREW P. IOSUE - '
Lieutenant General, USAF
.DCS/Manpcwer and Personnel
~‘(;\_'-J;”O,V .

& ’:?“
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’

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

In accordance with paragraph 30, AFR 12-35, Air Force
Privacy Act Program, the following information ahout this
survey is provided:

a. Autherity. 10 U.S.C., 8012, Secretary of the Air

Porce: Powers and Duties, Delegation by.

b. . Principal Purpose. Survey conducted to identify
factors contributing to ofFicers' decision to separate
from the Air Force. .

¢. Routine Use. The survey data will be converted to
statistical information for use in evaluating AF programs
and policies.

d. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary.

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against
any individual who elects not to participate in this survey.
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OFFICER EXIT SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS: 1Indicate your answers by circling appropriate letters in this
question boocklet. Select only one response to each question.

DEMOGRAPHICS

1. What is the first digit of your duty AFSC? (If your duty AFSC were 6724,
you wouly circle the letter G on your booklet for question 1l.)

A, O C. 2 E. 4 G, & I. &
B. 1 D. 3 F. S H, 7 J. 9

2. What is the second digit of your duty AFSC?

A, 0 c. 2 E. 4 G.'6 1. 8
B. 1 p. 3 F. 5 H, 7 J. 9

3. What was your aeronautical rating and primaty duty when vou decided to
separate?

A. 1 was not rated

B. Pilot, primarily flying duty

C. Pilot, primarily non-£flying duty

D. Navigator, primarily flying duty

E. Navigator, primarily non-flying duty
F. ' Other

4. To which organization are you assigned?

A. Alaskan Air Command N. Air Force Data Automation

B. US Air Force Academy : Agency

C. Aerospace Defense Command ° 0. Air Force Audit Agency

D. US Air Forces in ‘Europe P. Military Airlift Command

E. Air Force Accounting and Finance Q. Pacific Air Forces

F. Air Force Logistics Command R. Strategic Air Command

G. Air Force Syscems Command ©S. Tactic:al Air Command

Ho Air Reserve Personnel Center T., USAF Cacurity Service

I. Air fraining Command u. Air Force Manpower and Personnel

J. Air University Center

K. Air Force Office of Special V. Alr Forc: Inspeccion and Safety
Investigation Center .

L. Headquarters Air Force Reserve W. Air Porce Communicatiorns

M. Headquarters USAF Service .

! X, Other

S. What is your present grade?

A.. o0-1 ' ' S
B. 0=2 : , |
C.  0-3
D. ©0-4
E. 0-5

6. What is your active duty component? to

. A, Regular officer '
B. Career reserve officer
c. Reserve officer (non-career)

7. What vas your age on your last birthday?

A. Less than 27 years cld o F. 31 years old
8. 27 years old . G. 32 years old
C. 28 years old ) : H. 33 years old
D. 29 years old : I. 34 years old
E. 30 years old J. = 35 years or ovet
. 1
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10.

11,

12.

13,

14,

A, Less ihan 4 years
3. 4 vears
C. 5 years
D. 6 years
E. 7 years

F. 3 years.

G.

H.
I.
J.
K.

what are your total years of active federal military service (TAFMS)?

9 years

10 years

1l years

12 years

13 years or more

What are your total years of active federal commissioned service (TAFCS)?

A. Less tnan 4 years
B. 4 years
C. 5 yeavs

0. 6 years

E. 7 years
F. 8 vears

What is your marital status?

A, Marvied
8. Never been married

What is the source of your commission?

A. Service Acadewmy
B. 0TS (prior service)

C. OTS (non-prior service) _

G.
He
I.

C .

K.

D.
E.
F.

9 years

10 years

ll years

12 years

13 years or more

Divorced and not remarried
Legally separated
Widower/Widow

ROTC

Direct (prior service)
Direct (non~prior service)

Think back to when you were commissioned and began active duty. what' was
your intent in regard to making the Air Force a career?

A Qctinitcly would make the Air Force a career
B. robably would make the Air Force a career
C. Leaned toward making the Air Force a career

D. ' Undecided

E. Leaned toward not making the Air Porce a career
r. Probably would not make the Air Force a career
G. Definitely would not make the Air Force a career

COMMENTS ¢

Including your current assignment, how.many PCS moves have you had
during your Air Force career (exclude initial active duty PCS)?

A. 1 E.
B. 2 r.
c. 3 G.
‘D.. 4 H,

® AR

5 SUNY S

J. 10 or more

What x- your reaction to tho numbatr of PCS -ovou you have had to make?

A. Would have lxkod noTe
B, About riche

C. Wouldé have liked less
D. Would have liked none

COMMENTS
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15,

16,

17.

18.

19.

Overall, how satisfied have you been with your past active duty
assignments?

A.

Very satisfied

B. Moderately satisfied

C. Slightly satisfied '
D. Slightly Jicsatisfied

E. ¥oderately dissatisfied

F. Very dissatisfied

COMMENTS :

Overall, how satisfied has your spouse/family been with

A, Ver; satisfied

B. Moderately satisfied

C. Slightly satisfied

0. Slignhtly dissatisfied

E. Moderately dissatisfied

F. Very dissatisfied

G. Not applicable. No spouse or family
COMMENTS :

when first deciding whether to separate, if you could have received the
ASSIGNMENT you MOST WANTED, would you have remained in the Air Porce?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Yes, definitely What would it have been (Job or Aircraft/
Yes, probably Base)?

your past assignments?

Not sure/undeczdea .
No, probably not

No, definitely not

Have representatives from your bage briefed you on the officer career
progrtsaion plan? .

A.
B.
C.
D.

Yes, and the brinfing was adequate )
Yes, but the briefing was not adequate

No

Not sure/don't rememder

Thinking back over ysur total active duty service in the Air Porce, éonstdor
the POSITIVE versus the NEGATIVE aspects of your past experience tn the Air

A.
8.
c.
D.
E.

Force. °n balance, hov would you rate your career?

Positive aspecis flr outweigh the negative

Positive aspects somewhat exceed the negative
Positive aspects balance with negative . )
Neqative aspects somewhat exceed the positive

Negative aspects far outweigh the positive

f
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The following statements represent Certain issues which may have contributed to
your leaving the Air Force, Using the scale illustrated below, rate each issue
oh how much it contributed to your decision to gseparate “rom the Air Force,
Although certain issues Ray have irritated you, we are concerned only with

those which contributed to your final decision .o separate. Note chat the scale
shows different degrees of contribution, from no cont.ibution (0) to major cou-
tribution (7, 38, or 3). Beside each statement (issue) enter the appropriate
scale value (0 thru 9) in the space provided.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
. i 1 1 1 . I i 1 o
No Contribution Minor Moderate Major

Contribution Contribution Contribution

20. Genétai erosion of benefita
‘21, Inadequate medical and déntal care for self

22. 1Inadequate medical and dental care for depandent(s)
23. Actual amount Of pay too small

24, Plight pay too szall

' .

25. Annual pay increases too small
26, Uncertainty resulting from ptépo.cd changes ir. retirement aystem
27. Duty hours too long
28. Unstable flight schedule
29. Too many additional duties
30. Low prestige of military profession
31. Tco much ancillary training
. 32, Not encugh flying time
33, Unabic to’ fly -during entire career
34, Unhappiness with work group
35, Supozvtiion and 1cndctuhkp at uhit/nquad;on level .
36.. Supervision and loudo}snip above unit/squadron level
37. Excessive family separation due to TDY .
.38, Excessive family separation due to PCS
-39, Controlled OER(s) :ccoivcd'in th; past
. 40. oﬁnar oz;(l)-r-cnivod oL ' )
41. Promotion éppottuhity ' o

i

2. rictle say in future assignments

43, Inabiliiy to cross~train from one vchpon system to anotlier

ARRNRRNRRRARRARRRN RN

44. Unsatisfactory aircraft/job assignment(s) in the past

PN
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45. ‘Unsatisfactory location of assignment(s) in the past
46. Unsa&isfactory future assigrment(s)

47. Career uncertainty due to up-or-out manageﬁent system
49, Too many petty régtrictiona

49. Requirewent for career broadening eusiqnnent(g)

50. Lack of oppogtunity for career broadening assignmenc(s}
51, Lack of adequate recognition

52, Too amany inspections

53. Lack of opportunity to demonstrate 1nitiat£ve'

s4. Inadequate aﬁthority to cirry out responsibilities

55, Policies/procedures which undermine stature of an officer
56. Spouse's job opportunity/income

§7. Lack of family acceptance of Air Force way of life

58, Opportunity to fly with che airlines

T

59, Civilian job opportunities (non-airlines)

60. Higher pay in civilian jéb (over the long term)

61. More job satisfaction in civilian job

62, More geoqr;phic wtability in civilian jéb

63. More job security in civilian job

64. More !zeédo- and 1ndcpendencq in decision-making in civilian job

65. Better people to work with in civilian job

ann

66. Less family separation in civilian job

67. My changes of being prraoted

You have indicated a nuamber of factcrs which contributed to your decision
to separate. Looking back on all of this, can you identify ONE 'SPECIFIC
INCIDENT /situation, or factor that convinced you it was tise to get out?
In other words, °"What was the straw that broke the camel's back?* (If
there was no single incident and your decision was the result of an
accumulation of factors, please check the block below.)

E]INO single incident
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69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Which one of the factors listed below would have been most
influential in keeping you in the Air Force? (Indicate
letter of choice.) ' :

Which one of the factors listed below would have been

second most influyential in keeping you in the Air Force?
{rndicate letter of choice.) - .

A. Improved medical benefits

B. Increased pay

c. Increased flight pay, bonuses, or continuation incentives

D. Guaranteed no changes to the present retirement system

E. Stronger senior leadership support of benefits & retirement system
F. Career guarantee earlier than 0-4 selection point :

G. Reduced <uty hours :

H, Increased decision authority at low levels

I. Reduced TDY :

J. Improved flight scheduling -

K. Reduced additional duties

L. Fewer remote and overseas tours

M. Improved promotion opportunity

N. Increased control over assignments

0. Up=cr-out management system discontinued )

P. Reduced uncertainty about periodic pay increases and other benefits
Q. Inproved assignment location )

R. Better aircraft assignment selection

S. Just be able to fly S

T. Increased sensitivity of supervisors

u. Fly another weapon system (fighter-type, not including trainer)
v. Fly another weapon system (multi-engine type)

W. Increased prestige of military profession

X. Other (specify):

How long a period of time was it from when you FIRST began to have doubts
about an Air Force career until you put in your separation papers?

A. -1 month F. 10-12 months
8. 2 months G. 13-18 months
c. 3 months "H. 19~24 months
D. 4-6 months I. 25-36 months
E. 7-9 months J. 37 months or more

K. Not applicable. Never planned
to make the Air Force a career.

Have you discussed your decision tc separate with your cosmander or his
representative? ' .

A. Yes
Be No

If no, please explain:

'
'

Was there an attempt made by your conmander or his representative to
encourage you to' change your mind and remain in the Air Porce? ’

A. Yes
B. No .
C. Not applicable. My commander is unaware of -y‘dccilion.

e

1f you were dissatisfied with the attempt, please comment:
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74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

Would you be interested in dlscussxng your decision to sepa:ace with a
counselor of your choice?

A.
B.

If

provide your name along with how you can be cuntacted:

Yes
No

you have a preference, please designate an individual or office and

What are your plans for the immediate future after saparation?

“A.
© B.

C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

ave job waiting
Have job offer, not yet accepted
Am looking for a job
Return to school .
Not seeking employment or schoolxng
Part-time employment
Self-employment
Don't know/not suvre . : :
Other . !

What type of employment are you interested in

A. Airline

B. Full-time reserve

C. Agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining

D. Manufacturing

BE. Communication, utilities,’ tranaportation (other than airlinn)
P. Wholesale, retail trade

G. Finance, insurance, real estate

H. Business services, entertainment

I. Education .

J. DOD or military services as a civilian

K. Other federal government as a civilian

L. Other government

M. Medical, legal practice, hospital, church. other community work
N. Not applicable. I'm not interested in employment.

0. Other (specify)

In the first year after separating, how do you expect your civilian income

to

A.
B.
C.
D.

compare with what you would have made in the Air Force?

Civilian much higher E. Military much higher = :
Civilian somewhat higher F.  Don't know ‘
Aboyt the same G. Not applicable

Military somewhat higher

Over the next five to ten years, how would you compare ynur expected
civilian income to what you would have expected in the nxlitary?

A.
B.
C.
D.

Civilian much higher B Militaty much hiqhot
Civiljian somewhat higher F. Don't know
About the same G. Not applicable

Military somewhat higher

¢
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79. Do you plan to join the Guard or Reserve?

A. Not sure D. Yes, but waiting for vacancy
B. No » E. Yes, have not yet contacted
cC. Yas, already accepted by a the Guard or Reserve

unit '

80. If you had to do it all over again, would you enter the Air Force
(at lease until complation of initial obligation}?

A. Yes, definitely D. No, probably not
B. Yes, probably E. No, definitely not
c. Not sure/don't know

81. Would you recommend the Air Force to an interested young man or woman
(at least unzil complétion of initial obligation)?

A. Yes, definitely D. No, probably not
B. Yes, probably E. No, definitely not
C.. Not sure/don't know

8§2. Are there any other comments you wo'ild like to make?

83. 'what other questions should we be asking to understand why officers are
separating from the Air Force?

THE POLLOWING' QUESTIONS ARE TO B8E ANSWERED BY PILOTS/NAVIGATORS ONL*S

84. In what major weapon systo-'qroup did you last perform primary flying duty?

A. Pighter [+ Stratecic Airlift (C-1l4l,

B. Tactical Reconnaissance C-135/137, wC-135, C-140, C-9)
(RP&, RF101, etc) H. Tactical Airlift (includes all

c. Interceptor . C-130 series)

D. Trainer Lo I. Helicopter

E. Strategic Bombzr/Reconnaissance J. Medical Bvacuation

F. Tanker (XKC/RC/EC~135, E-~3, E-4 K. Mission Support
‘and C-7/119/123) L. Other

85. Por how many total years did you perform flying duty {include primary line

cockpit, mission aircraft, and flying.training)?

A. i year .
2 Y deEs T, 9 bears

D. 4 years . ‘ . 3. 10 years

z' 5 years K. 11 years

?: 6 years L. 12 years

G. 7 years M. 13 years or wore
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86.

‘For how many total commissioned years did you perform non-flying duty (i.e.,

support jobs or staff jobs which do not include mission aircraft flying)?

A. '0 years, all my jobs were flying jobsv H. 7 years
B. 1 year 1, 8 years
C. 2 years 3. 9 years
D. 3 years . K. 10 years
.E' 4 years L. 11 years
F. 5 years M. 12 years
G. & years ~ N. 13 years or more
87. When you entered the Air Force did you‘plan to use the pilot or navigator
training and flying experience you would gain to eventually fly for the
airlines? :
A. Yes
B. No . )
c. Undecided
COMMENTS :
g§g. Would you recommend pilot duty in the Air Force to an intetested'young man
or woman? :
A. Yes, definitely : D. No, probably not
B. Yes, probably ) . E. No, definitely not
C. Not sure/don’t know
89. Would you recommend navigator duty in the Air Force to an interested young

man or woman?

A. Yes,'definitely D. No, probably not
B. Yes, probably E. No, Jefinitely not
c. Not sure/don't know

'
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Hypo' hesis l--Tenure is a siynificant determinant

of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to eleven year

grecup.

A:Bl#o

Hypothesis 2--Pay and benefits is a significant

determirant of turnover for USAF pilots in the sii to
eleven year group.

.HO: B2=0
Hy: B, #0

Hypothesis 3--Promotion is a significant determin-

ant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to eleven year
group.

H,: B, =0

0 3
Hp: 33 #0

Hypothesis 4~-Peer group integration is a signifi-
cant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to
eleves year group.

HO: 84 = 0

HA: B4 #0
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Hypothesis 5--Role clarity is a significant deter-
minant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to eleven

year group.

Hypothesis 6--Job autonomy and responsibility is a

significant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the
six to eleven year group.
HO: 86=0

Hy: B, # 0

A 6

Hypothesis 7--Satisfaction with supervisory Style

' is a significant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots
in the six to eleven year group.

: B, =0

H 7

0

HA: B7 4 0

Hypothesis 8--Past assignments is a significant

determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to
eleven year group. '

Ho

Hy

:'B, =0

8
: Bg #0

Hypothesis 9--Assignment policies is a significant

 determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to

eleven year group.
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Hypothesis 10--Family consideratinons is a signifi- : b

cant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots in the six to
eleven year group.
H.: Byow = 0

10
"B, # 0

10

0
HA:

Hypothesis 1ll--Civilian jcb opportunity is a sig-

nificant-determinant of turnover for‘USAF pilcts in the six o 1
to eleven year group.

H B =0

0* 11

Hp: Bll # 0
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APPENDIX D

INITIAL MODEL
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Y =B

where

0

+ lel + 82X2 + B3X3 + B4X4 5%s

+ B_A, + B_X

747 gXg *+ 3

+ B, .X +

9%9 10%10

the dependent variable;

B, = the intercept value;’

+ B.X. + B_.X

676

%1%

Bi'u the potential coefficiert of the first
independent variabple;
' X, = adscript of B, that is the value of the
deteiminant, Eenure;
B, thru B = the partial coefficient of the
seco&& thru eleventh indeperndent variables;
' X, = adscript of B, that is the value of the
determinant, 3ay:; :
Xy = adscript of.B} that is the value of the
determinant, »romote;
x4 = adscript of 8, that is the value of the
determinant, peer;
xs ='adscr§pt of E. that is the value of the
determinant, fole;
Xé = adscript of B, that is the value of the
: determinant, gob autonomy and responsi=
bility; '
X, = adscrliipt of B, that is the value of the
'~ determinant, IZader: -
Xg = adscript of B that‘is the value of the
, determinant, Bast assignments; :
.,xg = adscript of B, that is the value of the
determinant, gssignment policies;
Xy0= adscript of B,, that is the value of the
determinant, }gmily:
xll' aiscrijpt of B that is the value of the
determinant,‘é}v

ilian job opportunity.
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APPENDIX E

DEDUCED MODEL

36




+ B,X, + B,X, + B.,X, + B, X, + B.X. + B.X

-0 171 272 373 474 575

where Y = the dependent variable; _ ) o .
B, = the intercept value;

"B, = the partial coefficient of the first
independent variable;

X, = adscript of B, that is the value of the : ~
determinant, £enure; _ .

B, thru B, = the partial coefflcxent of the
secogd thru the sixth independent variables;

X., = adscript of B that is the value of the ' V {
determinant, feer; .

X, = adscript of B, that is the value of the
determinant, Sast assignments;

X, = adscript of B4 that is the value of the
determinant, assignment policies;

x5 = adscript of B. that is the value of the
‘determinant, ?amxly,

X, = adscript of B_ that is the value of the
- determinant, éiv111an job opportunity.
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Captain Clyde E. Gulick graduated from Wichita

State University, Wichita, Kansas, with a bachelor's degree

in Business Administration. On 30 May 1970, he received a

e T e

regular commission as a direct result of his distinguished

graduate status from the Reserve Officer Training Corps.

.,

o Sl e

After completing Undergraduate Flying Training at Laredo

AFB, Texas, Captain Gulick attended T-38 Pilot Instructor C

& v

Training. He served as an instructor at Laredo AFB and at
Columbus AFB, Mississippi. During these assicmments, Cap-

tain Gulick acquired 1200 hours as an'instructor and. was

g

awvarded thé certificate of master instructor as well as the

selection as Outstanding Instructor Pilot of the quarter

(January-March, 1975) of the 50 Flying Training Wing.
Following Squadron Officer School during the summer
of 1975, Captain Gulick reported to B-52H Combat Crew Train-

ing School at Castle AFB, California. After a year as an

aircraft commander at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota;
Captain Gulick waS selected for instructor and wing evalua-
.tor-duties. His effectiveness in these positions resulted
4Ain his assimilation into the wing staff as the B-52 Missjon
Developer. Captaig,Guliék accumulated a total of 1000 flf—
"ing hours in the'B-SZH.;. |

| On 5 June 1°79, Captéin Gulick reported to the AFIT
School of systems and Logistics, Wriqht-Patferson AFB,
Ohio, to study for a Mastér bflséiénce degree in Loéistics
Management. | o
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Major Laakman is a senior pilot with over 3500

hours of flying experience. He underwent flying training

T A AT

at Randolph AFB, Texas. His aviation career began with an |
AC-119G Gunship assignment to Phan Rang AFB, Republic of S i
Vietnam. While in Viétnam, Major Laakman served as both a
copilot and pilot in the AC-119, accumulating 165 combat

. missions. Since Vietnam, Major Laakman has served as an

instructbr and flight examiner in‘both the T-39 and KC-135

aircraft. His last assignment prior to AFIT was Chief of

Standardizafion/Eyaluation for a KC-135 Air Refueling Group;
. His assignment following AFIT Qill be to the Air Force

Acquisition Logistics Division, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio.
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